The State of Research on Ancient Art Brunilde Sismondo Ridgway It may seem presumptuous for an archaeologist to write an essay summarizing and evaluating current research on ancient art, and I approach the task with considerable misgivings. Not only is the task itself inherently liable to subjectivity and bound to be shaped by arbitrary selection and personal interests and expertise, but in this case the very competence of the writer can be challenged. My own claim to "legitimacy" within art-historical circles lies not so much in my own research in the field of classical sculpture as in the fact that for eight years (1978) (1979) (1980) (1981) (1982) (1983) (1984) (1985) I have been Editorin-Chief of the American Journal of Archaeology. It is therefore assumed that a broad spectrum of contributions on ancient art was submitted for my consideration, and that this experience should give me the broad overview on current approaches that is needed for this essay.'
To be sure, the AJA is an archaeological journal, also dealing with matters entirely removed from aesthetic concerns, such as excavation reports, topographical studies, historic and prehistoric patterns of life and social conditions. In addition, the AJA is not the sole American pub- to cite some non-obvious examples. Finally, many Americans often choose to publish on topics of ancient art in foreign periodicals (e.g., the Athenische or Rbmische Mitteilungen of the German Archaeological Institute, Antike Kunst, the Bollettino d'arte), either because of the appropriateness of the subject, or to continue a dialogue begun by a foreign scholar.
By way of contrast, however, the American Art Bulletin seems to deal with ancient art on a very limited basis. For instance, during the period between 1978 and June 1985, which coincides with my editorship of AJA, a single article dealt exclusively with an ancient subject.2 Other contributions focused on much later periods and used ancient art as a source, rather than as a topic,3 while others treated periods late enough to be classified as Byzantine/Early Christian or themes with long-lasting iconographic ramifications.4 Some ancient motifs are indeed so general and wide-ranging that their geographic and chronological coverage exceeds the boundaries of classical art.5 Book reviews were more numerous, but gave preference to general subjects, works written by American scholars or in English, and topics connected with local museums; during the years I have surveyed, they ranged from a minimum of one per year to a maximum of eleven.
This state of affairs, which is obviously conditioned by the rotating editorships not only of the Art Bulletin but also of all the various journals within the United States, has induced me to attempt the task at hand. I was also greatly encouraged by the statement that "Indeed, it was the application of the methods of classical archaeology to other periods that gradually brought about rigorous standards of art-historical scholarship in American universities."6 Yet a few caveats are in order.
As an archaeologist, my primary concern is with un-1 I am grateful to Professor Richard E. Spear, Editor-in-Chief of The Art Bulletin, for asking me to write this essay on classical art in the series, now beginning in the journal, on the state of research in the principal fields of art history. It may be helpful to the reader, before embarking on a reading of my text, to have some idea of how I would define art history as contrasted with archaeology -since I have accepted the task of writing as an archaeologist dealing with ancient art. I take art history to be the study of the history of aesthetically pleasing objects, in a scale ranging from the beautiful artifact to the masterpiece. By contrast, archaeology is concerned with any object from the ancient past, regardless of its aesthetic value and artistic importance, as a clue to cultural reconstruction. Ed. note: The following abbreviations of journal titles conform to the most recent usage of the American Journal of Archaeology and are listed after the footnotes. earthing the past (both literally and metaphorically) and recreating it; I may therefore consider of importance trends that would not seem equally significant from an aesthetic or art-historical point of view. In addition, if I am to speak on the basis of my editorial experience, my survey of classical (i.e., Graeco-Roman) art has to focus on the chronological span covered by the AJA, which in the past eight years has received disappointingly few submissions on late antique and Early Christian topics, even when we explicitly stated our willingness to consider them.7 For all intents and purposes, therefore, my review will be limited to the period from approximately the eighth century B.C. to the third century A.D., with a personal bias in favor of sculpture and
Greek art. Finally, I shall try to include citation of foreign perspectives and approaches, but I claim no thoroughness of coverage, in terms either of bibliography or of media or subfields of artistic production.
The Literature
To be sure, only primary fields, such as sculpture and architecture, are of major interest to art historians and archaeologists alike. That such interest is alive and well even within the general public is shown most clearly by the surprising wave of enthusiasm that swept Italy and other countries when the splendid bronze Warriors found in the sea near Riace were first displayed in Florence, and then in Rome, in 1981 . They have since been the subject of discussion, in scholarly periodicals as well as in more popular magazines and pamphlets, and several papers on them have been presented at national and international professional gatherings. In late December 1984, two superb volumes on the Warriors' restoration, technique, and stylistic import were published, most appropriately, as a supplement to the Bollettino d'arte. The articles in the second volume could indeed be considered typical, and can therefore be usefully summarized here as representative of the latest trends and approaches among contemporary scholars confronted with a previously unknown and archaeologically unstratified work of art.8
The most obvious tendency -indeed, the longest-lived in studies of ancient art, beginning well before Furtwaingler's authoritative Meisterwerke (1893) -is that of attributing the two statues to a major sculptor. Confronted with beauty, the art historian automatically searches among the ancient sources for references to specific monuments by great masters; in the absence of such, the attribution proceeds by artists' importance, again as established by Greek and Roman writers, as long as chronologically compatible with stylistic assessment. Thus, for the Riace bronzes, Phei-dias is the name first and most often cited, and if the two Warriors are not by the same hand, then one belongs to a member of the Pheidian School. Other suggestions are Onatas, Myron, Alkamenes. Only few are the doubts that it might be possible to make convincing attributions to one of the many names preserved to us from antiquity, whose bearers still remain shadowy artistic personalities at best, including some major figures active in Magna Graecia.
Second only to the Meisterfrage is the issue of subject identification and, with it, that of provenience or connection with a monument cited by the ancient sources. Iconography, to be sure, is one of the major concerns in con- Chronology and style represent in fact the third line of attack in this analysis of the work of art. Here traditional trends are again in evidence: dating is relative rather than absolute, and rests on comparison with other sculptures, occasionally originals of Greek date but most often Roman copies of presumed Greek prototypes now lost. In the case of the Warriors, the span involved is relatively narrowfrom ca. 460 to ca. 400 B.C., although a lower limit of 430 is a more likely possibility. A minority viewpoint suggests that the bronzes may be eclectic, imitating different Greek styles, and thus to be considered Classicizing rather than Classical. In this case, they would date no earlier than the first century B.C. and probably later. This different stylistic reading of the same evidence is again symptomatic of a widespread lack of agreement among scholars that primarily, although not exclusively, permeates the entire field of sculptural studies.
Finally, the contents of the first volume include excellent photographs of technical details, photogrammetric "contour lines" of both Warriors, charts of metallurgical analyses, and reconstruction of casting methods. This approach too is highly representative of current trends: increased interest in the technical processes underlying the creation of a work of art, the use of sophisticated modern technology, 7 An initial Editorial Statement in AJA, LxxxII, 1978, 1, that the journal would limit its coverage to the classical period, had to be retracted when the president of the Byzantine Studies Conference, as spokesman for his constituency, asked us to reconsider. (See AJA, Lxxxix, 1985, 1.) 8 L. Vlad Borrelli and P. Pelagatti, eds., Due bronzi da Riace. rinvenimento, restauro, analisi ed ipotesi d'interpretazione (BdA, serie speciale In, Rome, 1984) . Although the volumes were printed in October, 1984, the official "presentation" did not take place until July 10, 1985 the attention to compositions and alloys with all their possible chronological implications.
Classical Sculpture
If from the particular focus on the Riace Warriors we move to the general plan of current studies on classical sculpture, we find that the same tendencies are well represented in art-historical literature.9 The occasional monograph or article on the single master is still in vogue, although usually limited to the Greek, as against the more anonymous Roman production.'1 It should be admitted that such lines of inquiry are rarer than they were, say, at the turn of the century, or even fifty years ago, perhaps in a tacit admission of the difficulty of reconstructing artistic personalities from a largely undocumented past." Nevertheless, handbooks and general works on ancient art are still written from the perspective of attributions to major masters, and the present generation of college students taking Art 101 is still taught about Praxitelean sfumato, Skopasian pathos, and Pheidian majesty. I shall return to this point later.
By contrast, iconography, as already mentioned, has come to the forefront of contemporary studies, not only on sculpture but also on any other figural form, such as vase painting or the minor arts. Perhaps symptomatic of this interest are the creation and current publication, in installments, of the monumental Lexicon Iconographicum Mythologiae Classicae (LIMC), which represents an international effort to record iconographically all the known objects of ancient art within each country, whether in public or private collections.12 This increased attention to subject matter has produced meaningful results that go well beyond the practical advantages of classification and categorization -methods so often used by archaeologists almost as an end in themselves! Our perception of the works of art has been heightened with regard to their wider cultural context.13 This is especially true for architectural sculpture, which can be interpreted at the primary, elementary level of its narrative (and literary) content; then at the more advanced level of its locational relationship (that is, in relation to the specific building and sanctuary it adorned, and even the region of the ancient world in which it stood or by which it had been commissioned for somewhere else -for instance, the Magna Graecian treasuries at Olympia and Delphi); and finally at the highest level of political and philosophical allusions, where each object, item of clothing, or gesture connected with a figure may carry cultic and programmatic symbolism.
I can think of no better example of this approach than the recent flurry of publications on the Parthenon sculptures. Sparked by the excellent photographic documentation of metopes, pediments, and frieze made available by 13 See, e.g., the preface and introduction by W.G. Moon, as editor of Ancient Greek Art and Iconography, Madison, 1983, and several of the articles in that volume, which published the papers presented at a symposium of the same title, April 9-11, 1981. The essays and the volume include much useful bibliography. See Other long-standing iconographic problems of Classical sculpture from other buildings are also being tackled -the Ilissos frieze, for instance, or that of the so-called Hephaisteion, whose identification as the Temple of Athena and Hephaistos is again controversial, on iconographic and now also perhaps on topographic grounds.20 Hellenistic and Roman architectural sculpture seems less debated, but more Etruscan monuments are being recomposed and studied, at times with different interpretations. This is particularly true of funerary urns, some of which are now seen to carry representations of local, not of Greek, myths.21
Iconographic studies are inevitably intertwined with problems of chronology and style. An old controversy, for instance, has flared up again over the five "Plinian" Amazons of Ephesos, but it now focuses not so much on attributions of types to masters as on issues of date, meaning, and unity of composition. Were the extant types truly created at the same time, or are they products of different periods, each one echoing the others as a meaningful allusion, perhaps even down into Roman times, and as personifications rather than Amazons?W It is clear that monuments and subjects created to carry a specific message within a certain period and place could be imbued with a different content when adapted to a new setting at a later time. Here again a recent spectacular discovery can be used as paradigmatic. "Excavation" of Ro-man museums and storerooms has allowed Eugenio La Rocca to reassemble a pedimental Amazonomachy that was carved in the 440's B.C. for the Temple of Apollo Daphnephoros at Eretria, on the Greek island of Euboia. There it replaced a similar composition, carved toward the end of the Archaic period, perhaps in allusion to the wars between East and West current at the time, and destroyed by the Persians in 490 B.C. That the Classical Amazonomachy pediment also celebrated the Greek victory over the Persians seems hardly in doubt, regardless of iconographic continuity and respect for tradition. After the temple of Apollo was finally destroyed by Sulla in 87 B.c., and probably under Augustus, the remains of both the Archaic and the Classical pediment were taken to Rome -to save them, however, not to loot them. There, the Classical Amazonomachy was appropriately reused in the gable of the Temple of Apollo Medicus (the so-called Temple of Apollo Sosianus), but this time the message was an allusion to Augustus' victories in the East, at Actium, and to the emperor's efforts to revitalize earlier cults and especially that of Apollo. That this interpretation is not farfetched is shown by the fact that the other Classical pediment from that same Eretrian temple, showing the Killing of the Niobids, could not be adapted to fit the ideological program of the monuments in the Circus Flaminius, and was therefore relegated to the Gardens of Sallust, as a purely mythological decoration. This exciting discovery has been published very rpcently in the catalogue of an exhibition (April-June 198$) of the newly recognized sculptural fragments. They return to us, unexpectedly, an entire pediment from a major period of Greek sculpture and a large Classical temple.3
As a by-product, the recognition of an Eretrian pediment of fifth-century date helps settle an issue of chronology that might have drastically altered our stylistic framework for the late Archaic and Early Classical periods. A considerable lowering of the dates of many famous monuments has been suggested in a series of recent writings by two British scholars, but since a Classical composition at Eretria requires that the previous pediment be surely earlier than 490, the proposal (in which the Archaic pediment from the Temple The same attempt to correlate iconography and regional customs has been applied to sculpture in the round, and has led to the suggestion that the famous Hanging Marsyas derives not from Asia Minor but from Italic of Apollo formed a major part of the argument) is now invalidated.2 This example is cited to stress how uncertain our knowledge of chronology and style still is. The challenge was serious, in part even justifiable, and created some ripples in the archaeological pond.25 New finds occasionally confirm traditional knowledge, but some may destroy previous tenets and prove real bones of contention.
One such discovery was that of the epic sculptural groups from the grotto of Sperlonga (1957), which to this day are variously dated from the second century B.c. to the late first century A.D., as Hellenistic originals or Roman copies; or -a more disconcerting although more likely possibility -as Roman creations in Hellenistic style. The Laokoon, whose masters' names have been found inscribed on one of the Sperlonga groups, has been carried along in the same tidal wave of speculation.26
It is becoming increasingly clear that specific styles continue long past their peak period, and represent not simply romantic revivals of the golden past, when they recur, but specific iconographic messages delivered in the style reputed appropriate for the topic. We can generally distinguish between Archaic and Archaistic, but we have much greater difficulty in separating Severe from Severizing, Classical from Classicizing,27 and especially Hellenistic from Roman "Baroque" -that is, epic -style. The task becomes proportionately more difficult when the date of the supposed prototype is to be derived from Roman "copies," which inevitably carry stylistic traits of their own epoch, even when faithfully attempting to reproduce an earlier model. In many cases, however, it is obvious that generic imitation and emulation are involved, rather than mechanical copying, and it is therefore almost impossible to be sure whether the monument in question is representative of Greek or of Roman styles.28 At Karian Aphrodisias, the excellence of the sculptors imparts a Hellenistic look even to works created in the second or third century A.D.29
Several scholars have made important contributions to these difficult studies, but we are far from reaching consensus and the issue is emotionally loaded. It can certainly be considered the most controversial area of current sculptural research. quent, perhaps as a result of the above-mentioned difficulties, but a few are still carried out with a slightly different approach -one that tends to rely on mechanical ("objective") determinations to produce generic formulas that can then be applied to disparate works of sculpture to assess stylistic affiliations and date.
One such attempt was made to pinpoint asymmetries in facial features and cranial construction of Greek original heads. Although the formula thus obtained seems to apply only to Severe and Classical, not to Archaic, or Hellenistic works, the method may be useful to gauge the intended angle of vision and turn of the head when in its original position -a useful consideration, now that so many of them have survived only as disiecta membra. Another approach has utilized cross-sections of bare torsos and garments at the hem, again in order to determine the formal language of the calmly standing statue in the fifth century Beyond these more or less traditional concerns, other tendencies and directions can be singled out today in the study of classical sculpture. Although none of them can be considered entirely new, slight shifts in emphasis and in the types of questions being asked make them worth reviewing.
A sociological, almost urban approach is most obvious in studies on Roman sculpture. Programmatic ensembles, Roman criteria in the selection of Greek monuments or the creation of their own, and Roman taste and dynastic aspirations as revealed through sculptural styles and subjects are receiving increased scrutiny and greater understanding.38 An important trend is the attempt to look at each Roman monument as part of a larger complex whose message derives from the sum of its parts, rather than from each individual piece. We are therefore studying the dec-32 Asymmetry in heads: L.A. Schneider, Asymmetrie griechischer Kbpfe vom 5. Jh. bis zum Hellenismus, Wiesbaden, 1973; see my review in AJA, LXXX, 1976, 93-94. The research seems to have been conducted mostly on casts, which may have serious consequences for the results when the discrepancies involved can be counted in millimeters. The approach nonetheless seems useful, and the use of facial cross-sections seems to be spreading, even without reference to asymmetries; see, e.g., E.B. Harrison in The Eye of Greece (as in n. 18), 57. In a more limited way, even Greek sculpture is being considered in its setting,40 and sociological explanations are being sought for some genres, primary among which, for the recent number of publications, is that of "old destitutes": fishermen, shepherds, peasants. Such statues are usually considered Hellenistic creations, but they were cer- It may be helpful here to signal new trends in portraiture, in which realism, or verism, is a primary component. If the spectacular bronze head recovered from the Porticello wreck indeed represents a long-bearded philosopher, then our conceptions of the beginnings of realism in Greek portraits need revision, since the piece can be dated no later than the late fifth/early fourth century B.c. on the evidence of the excavated wreck, and is probably more than thirty years earlier on stylistic grounds. If, on the other hand, as I believe, the head depicts a mythological being, perhaps a centaur or a sea-monster, then we should recognize that startling veristic effects were possible without claim to specific likeness, long before the Hellenistic period.42
The pedagogical and sociological message of Greek portraits has also formed the subject of some penetrating studies, and even some apparent likenesses have been inter- pire can be determined on the basis of replica-diffusion. Aphrodisias, with the incredible sculptural wealth it has yielded in the last twenty years of systematic excavation, will be at the forefront of such studies for years to come.47
In Greek terms, distribution patterns are particularly meaningful during the Archaic period, for establishing preferences in architectural sculpture -for instance, continuous friezes predominate in Asia Minor, pedimental compositions on the Greek mainland, and metopes in Magna Graecia. Influences from one area to another can be established along such lines of diffusion, and are confirmed in the melting pots of the international sanctuaries.48
The same approach is now being used for free-standing statuary, and regional trends seem increasingly important.49
More obvious to the archaeologist than to the art historian is in fact the growing prominence being accorded to "provincial" production. The sculpture of Sicily and South Italy, both in stone and large-scale terracottas, and especially during the Archaic but also in the Hellenistic period, is now recognized as vital and original, rather than as purely derivative and almost primitive." Influences from Etruria on Greek art are now detected and we no longer think in terms of a one-way street from Greece to Italy.51
Italic sculpture as a whole is acquiring new popularity, even if some of it may look grotesque and childish by classical standards; some of its "primitive" traits are instead being appreciated for their symbolism and vitality, and lack of naturalism and "correct" proportions is attributed to expressionism rather than incompetence. 52 In this area, increasing attention is being focused on Sardinian sculpture -not only the intriguing bronzetti but, more recently, the life-size sandstone statues of warriors and pugilists from Monte Prama tentatively dated to the seventh century B.c.53
On the Italian mainland, in the Chieti Museum (a splendid example of museology at its best), masterpieces like the Capestrano Warrior are displayed within a didactic context that highlights not only the work of art but also its cultural world.m It may be noted in passing, within this sculptural discussion but with obviously much wider application, that museology has become a major contemporary concern, and that some small new museums in Italy and Greece now rival even those of the United States, which had pioneered in the concept of the teaching display.
If the art historian tends to focus on Italy and Greece, tistic terms changed meaning according to periods. One of the greatest dangers of modern research is in fact that of projecting back into the Greek past judgments and explanations given in the Roman period, under different cultural and administrative conditions.6
In brief, if it may seem that Greek sculpture is producing the more exciting debates, Roman sculptural studies as a whole are acquiring a new dimension beyond the traditional focus on portraiture, sarcophagi, and historical reliefs.57 The investigation may seem more archaeological (that is, philological, sociological, anthropological) than art-historical, but the results are bound to be significant for both fields.
Classical Architecture
Many of the trends highlighted above in the context of studies on ancient sculpture can be detected, too, in the context of architecture.58 Fewer, by necessity, are the studies on individual architects, although they occur; but more general attempts are being made to identify working methods and architectural practices or styles.59 In this field as well, "iconographic" concerns are apparent in the occasional monograph or article tracing the history, evolution, and meaning of a single building type. But temples are no longer the overriding focus and less prominent forms have come to the fore: stoas, prytaneia, gymnasia, baths.60 In particular, from the purely architectural study of ancient buildings, scholars have been turning increasingly to an integrated point of view, seeking to consider together structure, decoration, utilitarian function, and ideological intent.
In chronological terms, conceptions and boundaries are changing and expanding. The Dark Age -that is, the socalled Geometric period of the eighth century B.c. -is receiving greater illumination, as more buildings are uncovered and old ones are better understood. 61 At the other end of the Greek spectrum, Hellenistic architecture is now receiving its just due, as obsolete notions of primitive beginnings, rapid growth and flourishing, and decadent ending are being excised from the most recent treatises. Surveys of periods rather than general studies are becoming popular, although we are still looking for an updated work of synthesis. By contrast, in Roman architecture, more books have become available in recent years, but primary concerns are for building materials and methods, rather than chronological and stylistic issues.62 Here perhaps dendrochronology could eventually provide the help that it is already extending to Byzantine churches and to mosques; wooden empolia and poloi from the Parthenon and the Temple of Poseidon at Sounion have already been tested.63
As for stylistic trends, regional forms are acquiring importance with better understanding; the innovative and vigorous temples of Archaic Magna Graecia are perhaps at the forefront, thanks to the unexpected discoveries of Ionic "colossi" at Syracuse and Metapontum, but also thanks to This famous building, by the way, can still present surprises in its structure, not just its sculptural embellishment: restoration work has attributed to the Parthenon a fragmentary window sill that leads to the postulation of high openings in the east door-wall, to light the aisles.67
Among regional styles, Macedonian architecture is now known to have had an idiom of its own, and recent discoveries not only of tombs but also of palaces are attracting increasing attention. 68 In the wake of Macedonian expansion, certain architectural forms are seen to spread, including the arch and vault.69 As Alexander and the Dia- 
Paintings and Mosaics
Certainly to be counted among the major arts is monumental painting, which unfortunately is poorly represented among ancient remains. Here too, however, some new finds have expanded our evidence: not only many more 64 See D. Mertens, "Der ionische Tempel von Metapont: ein Zwischen-examples from Etruscan and even Paestan and Lucanian tombs,75 but also two, unexpected, from late sixth-and early fifth-century Lycia, which bear some surprising affinities with Etruscan murals.76 The unusually well-preserved villa at Oplontis (modern Torre Annunziata, near Naples) has confirmed suspicions that Mau's first-to-fourth styles of wall decoration do not follow in strict chronological sequence, but may coexist for structural effects, the heavier, more truly architectural second style forming the base, as it were, for a third-style upper register in a grand hall over one story high.77
Perhaps the most important finds come from Macedonia:
tomb interiors decorated with enormous, carnivorouslooking flowers that recall the paintings of Hieronymus Bosch and, perhaps most notorious now, the large hunting scene in the "attic" of the so-called Tomb of Philip, with its foreshortened horse and purple hills vanishing in the distance.78
The disappearance of painting remains one of the most grievous losses from the classical past, but gaps are being filled, and theoretical studies have increased in number. We are beginning to discern, as in sculpture, subjects that may derive from Greek prototypes and others that are specifically Roman or at least Italic/Magna Graecian in content and iconography.79 Technical consideration of actual paintings and further scrutiny of the ancient sources have resulted in a better understanding of the latter, and much more work remains to be done in this direction, which is likely to highlight, as in other fields, fruitful interaction between Greeks and Romans during the Hellenistic period, again with influences moving in either direction.8s
Macedonia has been productive in mosaic finds as well, one of them signed by a hitherto unknown master. The elaborate floral borders of these floor mosaics have sug-gested contacts with Sikyon and its own famous florals while the figured scenes have provided technical infor mation on the transition from pebbles to tesserae (at Pella, with the addition of terracotta pieces and lead strips). Motya and Benghazi have also produced evidence at th early end of the chronological range, while the vast tap estry of the floors in the Villa at Piazza Armerina, Sicil has exemplified production in the early fourth century the Roman Empire, with clear contacts between Sicily an African mosaic workshops. 82 The study of mosaics ha come into its own, through the foundation of the Assoc ation Internationale pour l'ttude de la Mosaique Antiqu (AIEMA), international colloquia, an intensive publicatio of North African mosaics, and compilation of other r gional corpora.83 Shorter works on individual example have pointed out literary allusions and an amusing case commercial propaganda on the floor of a garum mercha at Pompeii."
Vase Painting and Pottery
This field -virtually limited to Greek/Magna Graecia and Etruscan production, with only Terra Sigillata war qualifying as art for the Roman period -has become s specialized as to be almost the exclusive province of th classical archaeologist or iconographer. At an advanced level, few even among the archaeologists can communica
intelligently; yet the information to be derived from vase is of increasing importance to all, now that more and d ferent questions are being asked of the material, and t Morellian connoisseurship involved in recognizing han and formulating attributions should certainly be releva for the art historian.
In very broad terms, two general trends can be detected, Almost inevitably connected with connoisseurship and attributions, in certain cases, are studies that explore the oeuvre of a master in order to detect trends, interests, and political affiliations. Yet by and large the iconographic approach seems separate from the attributive and it is the rare scholar who encompasses both. Of the two, the iconographic one appears more productive of new insights and fresh results in our investigation of the past. The attempt to correlate subjects and contemporary politics, ably spearheaded by John Boardman,92 has found many followers but also a few dissenters and should certainly be made with due caution.93 A structuralist approach, largely promoted by French scholars,94 looks for core images as eternal symbols with universal application, and therefore tries to interpret Greek vases on almost anthropological grounds, with limited success. More traditionally iconographic studies correlate images and extant literary sources, or derive lost versions and even popular conceptions from the specific rendering of certain subjects on vases.95 It is becoming increasingly clear that scenes on Attic vases that used to be considered depictions of daily life may instead have an epic or mythological content.96 Other representations have a direct bearing on specific cults and rituals.97
Both connoisseurship and iconographic studies have been greatly helped, it should be noted, by two recent developments. One is the above-mentioned initiative of the LIMC, which is promoting national gathering centers of information in each of the participating countries, A more strictly archaeological, less art-historical approach, but one very important for our understanding of ancient culture, is that which studies vases as objects of export and trade and, whenever possible, as workshop pro-duction.99 Connections between Samos and Naucratis, Sparta and Cyrene, have been highlighted by percentages of finds of Laconian pottery by certain painters at the sites.10' This type of inquiry is particularly valuable for the Archaic period, but can be of importance in later times as well and give some idea of interrupted (or uninterrupted) contacts during wars or depressed conditions.10' Technical studies have clarified firing methods and temperaturesto the extent that forgeries or "repainting" of Black-and Red- Figure Such catalogues, moreover, are often collaborative projects by many scholars, each with his or her own specialty, rather than the monumental effort of single writers as in the past. 116 We may also note that classical art is now reaching less traditional markets, as shown for instance by the recent publication of the holdings of a Japanese museum.117
Symposia are becoming increasingly frequent, even without being connected with special exhibitions."'8 The resultant publications are often quite important, but generally uneven in treatment, as each contributor interprets the given theme with some latitude. In the long run, these occasional works create bibliographical problems, since it is difficult to trace and consult items of interest more or less hidden under generic titles, and often without an official editor. The same stricture applies to Festschriften, especially when only ties of friendship rather than guidelines on subject matter link the various contributions. Yet these gratulatory or commemorative works, often in more than one volume, have become frequent and require special at- 
Some Reflections on Current Practices
In the main section of this survey I have tried to temper my personal preferences with as much objectivity as I could muster. I shall now indulge in a few comments of my own, which are unabashedly subjective and even critical of current trends in art-historical studies of ancient art. I must begin by reiterating that a fundamental difference exists between archaeologists and art historians, but this difference is beginning to appear even within the ranks of archaeologists, separating the excavators and the anthropologically inclined from the "traditional," i.e., art-historical students of the past. The former are often slightly patronizing or even somewhat impatient with the latter, considering them old-fashioned. On the other hand, "pure" classicists (i.e., philologists) and "true" art historians (those who deal with ancient art only as a short beginning in a long cultural sequence) do not recognize them as their kin, thinking them too limited or too object-bound.124 I have been personally fortunate to spend my professional life so far in an institution where ancient art is taught within a large department of Classical and Near Eastern Archaeology, as independent from Greek, Latin, Art History, and Anthropology, all of which subjects are the prov-ince of different and autonomous departments. But by and large my colleagues and former students teaching in other American institutions are not so fortunate, and must deal with ancient art "on the run," as it were, for very brief periods as part of much larger surveys or, if for entire semesters, in much more general terms than those I have been able to detail under the various categories of "major arts." It is understandable that, for such curricula, American institutions prefer to hire trained art historians who can also "do" ancient art. The result is that the average instructor has neither the training nor the time to delve into archaeology and keep abreast of current trends and recent discoveries. The same traditional and superficial notions of out-of-date handbooks too often are passed down to the students whenever classical art is used solely as a prerequisite for understanding Renaissance or Neoclassical monuments. Yet innovative thinking and new basic directions are likely to be formulated first within archaeological circles, as these produce new evidence from the past that requires constant updating. The dilemma is real and should be faced.
To be sure, not even at an institution offering a major in the discipline can Archaeology 101 afford to deal with ancient art at a sophisticated level. Freshmen must be given a structured framework of basic monuments and "facts" that they can retain and on which they eventually build refinements and corrections, as they move through the advanced courses for an archaeology major. Yet we are all quite careful not to oversimplify or teach what we now know to be questionable attributions or challengeable dates. I can no longer state with a clear conscience that the Hermes of Olympia is by the fourth-century Praxiteles, nor can I show the students the "Roman copies" of the Athena Lemnia by Pheidias, or speak of the Laokoon as a typical example of Hellenistic sculpture.-'2 As long as an element of doubt exists, I shall rather exemplify Praxiteles' work with the replicas of the Knidia, "Pheidian" style with the architectural originals from the Parthenon, and Hellenistic art with the Pergamon Gigantomachy. The other, and perhaps more or equally famous monuments are mentioned with a caveat, a word of caution to be remembered and refined later. But "pure" art historians may not even be aware that a problem exists, or that new evidence has been found --and for this fault we often have to blame the slowness or the peculiar diffusion of publications.~26 Himmelmann quotes Goethe: disciplines self-destruct in two ways -through the extension in which they move and the depth to which they plunge.127 This statement certainly applies to the study of ancient art. Archaeologists are increasingly aware of how much there is to knowand how difficult it is to encompass it all -since the borders of the Old World are constantly expanding as we learn about peripheral and earlier cultures. On the other hand, they have almost put their discipline out of reach, by breaking it into a variety of specializations, each one with a distinctive vocabulary and a vast bibliography of its own. I have already alluded to this problem in dealing with pottery and vase painting, but the stricture applies equally to numismatics, the study of lamps, or of amphora stamps, to name a few, each of which has great potential contributions to make to our general knowledge, were we only able to keep abreast of new developments. I can only warn art historians and archaeologists alike: the first are in danger of being too superficial and uninformed; the second, too specialized and self-contained.
Even in the best of all worlds -among archaeologists who pursue their own studies within their discipline, with few digressions into other fields -some problems are apparent. New directions have been taken in our approach to Roman copies and our attributions of Greek originals, yet not all are ready to follow the new leads or to abandon cherished notions. In some cases, they are not even willing to reexamine their premises, since their convictions would then be seen to rest on emotionalism and tradition (the ipse dixit of a beloved teacher, or the authority of a written source) rather than on proper evidence. Some studies have already been mentioned as basically sterile and fossilized into a single approach -for instance, the field of Roman portraiture, which still follows German guidelines established almost a century ago -yet the prestige of the pioneers is still strong enough that fresh thinking seems impossible or, even worse, "unorthodox" and therefore inherently wrong. Magna Graecia and Etruria are indeed being seen under a different light and with greater appreciation, but our eyes are still trained on Athenian standards and we automatically, even unconsciously, judge everything else by them. It is true that Athens, with its wealth of inscriptions, history, and culture, has left so far the most indelible imprint on the Greek past; but it is also true that enough other evidence now exists for us to shed our Athenocentrism, should we want to try. One more criticism, again entirely subjective in nature, is leveled at the many students of ancient art who shun sculpture because "everything has already been said about it" or because "it is too difficult." Although I am more sympathetic toward the second complaint, I cannot condone it because stylistic analysis can be learned and visual perception refined. As for the first objection, it is not worth considering, since not only are new finds providing major fresh material, but -most important -new questions are now being asked of the evidence, which can elicit revolutionary answers.
New material for study may occasional some, since the love of antiquity and the have created such a profitable market tha and objects obtained through thievery an are entering our art galleries and museums. of its context can only be appreciated on ae for its visual appearance, like someone be admire from a distance, without ever speak to know. After a while, the exercise seem sure pales by comparison with intelligent versation with a less physically attractive ulate companion. Any artifact acquir importance as a representative of the cultur it. An illicitly excavated object is often give nience to cover the robbers' tracks; far from knowledge of the past, therefore, it can oft notions and thus be dangerous. 129 On the ot issue remains the moral dilemma of what to do with such objects, once the illicit digging (with its consequent obliteration of context) has taken place and the monument exists on open display. Should our research and publications ignore it, in tacit agreement with the law against illicit imports, or should they take it into account as one more item of evidence, albeit limited and potentially flawed? As an editor, I have often had to face this dilemma and know that there are no easy answers, although I know what my own answer should be, on ethical grounds.
Finally, and again speaking from my editorial experience of the past eight years, I bemoan current standards of literacy and research. All too often are original thinking and careful study marred by obscure writing and overcomplex phrasing. Occasionally, even grammar and syntax leave 126 In recent years there has been a proliferation of periodicals in a variety of languages, especially in Italy, where virtually every major university has its own journal. In many cases, moreover, important finds do not receive official publication for decades (the Peiraeus Apollo is still waiting, from 1959), and they are only known in restricted circles, through word of mouth. Personal contacts and constant scrutiny of such publications as the JHS Archaeological Reports, or other newsletters, become therefore essential to keep abreast of the latest theories.
127 Himmelmann, Utopische Vergangenheit, 15: "Die Wissenschaften zer-
